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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application, in light of the present Amendment and 
the following discussion, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 44, 46-51, 53-58, 60-65, 67, 69-73, 76-85, 87-96 are pending in the present 
application, Claims 44, 46,47, 49, 50, 51, 53-58, 60, 61, 65, 67, 69-73, 76-81, 83, 85, 88, 89, 
91, 92, 94, and 96 having been amended, and Claims 74, 86, and 97-104 having been 
canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. Support for the amendments to Claims 4, 46,47, 
49, 50, 51, 53-58, 60, 61, 65, 67, 69-73, 76-81, 83, 85, 88, 89, 91, 92, 94, and 96 is found, for 
example, in Figs. 28 and 35, and their corresponding description in the specification, and 
page 62, lines 5-1 1 of the specification. Applicants respectfully submit that no new matter 
has been added. 

In the Office Action, Claims 40, 44, 46, 50, 51, 54, 56-58, 60, 65, 67, 72, 73, 74, 76, 
77, 79, 80, 85, 87-91, 96-99, 103, and 104 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pala (U.S. Patent No. 6,304,173) in view of SHc (U.S. Patent No. 
6,738,089), Ozaki (U.S. Patent No. 6,025,872), and Ah (U.S. Patent No. 6,580,356); Claims 
47 and 81 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pala in view of 
Ozaki and Dougherty (U.S. Patent 5,488,283); Claim 75 was rejected under 35 U.S.C 
§ 103(a) as unpatentable over Pala in view of Ozaki , Dougherty , and Silc; Claims 61 and 92 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as unpatentable over Pala in view of Silc , Ozaki , and 
Dougherty ; Claims 48, 55, 62, 69, 82, 86, 93, and 100 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Pala , Silc , Osaki , and Alt in view of Peterson (U.S. Patent No. 
6,037,977); Claims 49, 63, 70, 83, 94, and 101 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pala , Silc , Osaki , and Alt in view of Mutoh (U.S. Patent No. 5,252,21 1); 
Claims 53, 64, 71, 84, 95, and 102 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as unpatentable 
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over Pala, Silc, Osajri, and AU in view of Yasui (U.S. Patent No. 6,731,332); and Claims 47, 

61, 75, 78, 81, and 92 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the amendment to Claim 44 overcomes the 

rejection based on Pala , Silc , Ozaki , and Alt. Amended Claim 44 recites: 

An image-capturing device comprising: 

image-capturing means installed inside a vehicle at 
a position to capture an image outside the vehicle through a 
window while the vehicle is off; 

direction setting means for setting an image- 
capturing direction of said image-capturing means; 

power supply control means for prohibiting power 
to the image-capturing means to make the image-capturing 
means inoperable after the image-capturing means is 
disposed in the image-capturing direction for a 
predetermined amount of time; 

detection means for detecting that an object outside 
the vehicle is approaching the vehicle; and 

the power supply control means supplies power to 
said image-capturing means when the object outside the 
vehicle detected by said detection means is determined to 
be approaching the vehicle while the vehicle remains off. 

Pala , Silc , Ozaki , and Alt, when considered in proper combination, do not disclose or suggest 
every element of amended Claim 44. 

Pala describes a camera mounted at the rear of a vehicle that provides a rear view on a 
display. 1 In other words, Pala describes what may be commonly known as a "back-up" 
camera. 2 The Office Action concedes that Pala does not describe the "detection means" 



(page 3 of the Office Action) or the "power supply control means" (page 4 of the Office 
Action). Thus, it is respectfully submit that Pala does not disclose or suggest the additional 
features of the "detection means" and the "power supply control means" added to Claim 44. 



1 Pala , Abstract. 

2 See, for example, col. 1, line 24 of Pala , which describes an improved rear view for the driver. 
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Silc describes a camera mounted to school bus to record vehicles violating the stop- 
arm on the bus. 3 The advancement described in Silc pertains to a redirecting mechanism 
mounted on the camera to redirect images from forward and rearward of the stop-arm through 
the camera lens. However, Silc does not disclose or suggest the "power control means" 
described in amended Claim 44. It is noted that page 4 of the Office Action acknowledges 
that Silc is silent with respect to the "power supply control means." 

Ozaki describes a vehicle that includes a peripheral monitoring system, or what may 
be commonly known as a "back-up" camera. 4 Again, it is noted that page 4 of the Office 
Action acknowledges that Ozaki is silent with respect to the "power supply control means." 

The outstanding Office Action relies upon Alt to describe the "power supply control 
means." However, Alt merely describes a security system where a person wears a transmitter 
that sends a signal identifying the person. 5 Alt also describes that a battery power source may 
be used, along with a movement or activity sensor (i.e., an accelerometer). 6 In other words, 
Alt describes turning the battery power off if the user is not moving. 7 

Alt does not disclose or suggest prohibiting power to an image capturing means. 

Furthermore, modifying the "back-up" cameras of Pala and Ozaki in accordance with 
the description of Alt would render Pala and Ozaki unsuitable for their intended purposes. 

The cameras of Pala and Ozaki are "back-up" cameras that assist a driver of a vehicle 
in backing up. As described in Ozaki , the rear-view camera is activated based on a shift to 
the reverse gear. 8 As Alt describes turning the battery power off when the there is no 
movement (i.e., the vehicle is in reverse but is not backing up), the "back-up" cameras of Pala 
and Ozaki would be ineffective in assisting the driver as the rear view image would not be 

3 Silc , Abstract. 

4 Ozaki , Abstract and Fig. 1 1 . 

5 Ah, abstract, and Figs. 1-3B. 

6 Ah, col 12, lines 22-26. 

7 Alt, col. 12, lines 27-30. 

8 Ozaki , col. 17, lines 56-62. 
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generated until the vehicle started moving, at which point it may be too late to avoid a 
collision with an object behind the vehicle. 

As discussed in MPEP §2 143.01 (V), if a proposed modification would render the 
prior art invention being modified unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, then there is no 
suggestion or motivation to make the proposed modification. In re Gordon, 733 F.2d 900, 221 
USPQ1125 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 

Thus, modifying either of the "back-up" cameras of Pala or Ozaki based on the 
description of Alt (i.e., to turn the battery power off when there is no movement), would 
render the "back-up" cameras of Pala and Ozaki unsatisfactory for their intended purpose 
because the effectiveness of the "back-up" cameras of Pala and Ozaki in assisting a driver 
would be severely diminished. Accordingly, the rejection of Claim 44 on the present 
obviousness grounds cannot stand and should be withdrawn. 

Moreover, the combination of Pala , Silc, Ozaki , and Alt do not disclose or suggest 
"the power supply control means supplies power to said image-capturing means when the 
object outside the vehicle detected by said detection means is determined to be approaching 
the vehicle while the vehicle remains off" 

The "back-up" cameras of Pala and Ozaki are functional when the vehicle is on. As 
clarified by the amendment to Claim 44, power is supplied to the image-capturing means 
while the vehicle is off. There is no disclosure or suggestion in Pala , Silc , Ozaki , and Alt to 
power a "back-up" camera while the vehicle is off. 

Furthermore, Pala , Silc , Ozaki , and Alt do not disclose or suggest powering an image- 
capturing means when an object approaching the vehicle is detected while the vehicle is off. 
There is no description of determining that an object is approaching the vehicle in the cited 
references. These references suggest nothing more than merely viewing an object behind a 
vehicle on a display while the vehicle is on. 
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In view of the above-noted distinctions, Applicants respectfully submit that amended 
Claim 44 (and any claims dependent thereon) patentably distinguish over Pala, Silc, Ozaki, 
and Alt, taken alone or in proper combination. 

Furthermore, Peterson , Dougherty , Mutoh, and Yasui have been considered, but do 
not cure the above-noted deficiencies in Pala , Silc , Ozaki , and Alt . 

Peterson describes a camera mounted in a police car and a second camera mounted in 
a portable structure such as a clipboard. 9 Peterson does not cure the above-noted deficiencies 
in Pala , Silc , Ozaki , and Alt . 

Dougherty describes a backup battery system for a vehicle, in which there is a main 
battery for energizing the vehicle SLI circuits and an auxiliary battery for energizing the 
vehicle EHC system. 10 Dougherty does not cure the above-noted deficiencies in Pala , Silc , 
Ozaki , and Alt . 

Mutoh describes a multiplex transmission system for a vehicle. 11 Mutoh does not 
cure the above-noted deficiencies in Pala , Silc , Ozaki , and Alt . 

Yasui describes an in-vehicle image processing apparatus. 12 Yasui does not cure the 
above-noted deficiencies in Pala , Silc , Ozaki , and Alt . 

Furthermore, Claims 47, 50, 51, 61, 73, 79, 81, 88, 89, and 92 recite elements 
analogous to those of Claim 44. Applicants respectfully submit that Claims 47, 50, 51, 61, 
73, 79, 81, 88, 89, and 92 patentably distinguish over the cited reference for at least the 
reasons stated above for Claim 44. 

With respect to the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, the second 
occurrence of "a battery" in Claims 47, 61, 75, 78, 81, and 92 is changed to "another battery." 
Thus, this ground of rejection is overcome. 

9 Peterson , abstract. 

10 Dougherty , abstract. 

1 1 Mutoh , abstract. 

12 Yasui , abstract. 
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Consequently, in light of the above discussion and in view of the present amendment, 

the present application is believed to be in condition for allowance and an early and favorable 

action to that effect is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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